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Can We Attribute Increasing Criminal Rate to
Enlarging Urban-rural Inequality in China?

Zhang Yuan Liu Shijing and Liu Liang
(China Center for Economic Studies Fudan University; Economic School Fudan University;

Institute of National Economy Shanghai Academy of Social Science)

Abstract:Present studies generally attribute increasing criminal rate in China to enlarging urban-—rural inequality and
increasing rural-urban migrant workers. Using a provincial panel data in China and instrument technologies this paper
however finds that there are no robust evidences supporting such points; secondly we find strong evidences showing that
the increasing criminal rate is mainly caused by increasing unemployment in urban labor market and the discrimination
policies adopted by local urban governments which substitutes the urban unemployment with migrants unemployment.
Those jobless migrant workers are more vulnerable to crime than those jobless urban citizens for that the formers are not
included in the social protection system specially provided for urban citizens.
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